Bection &.4.4, In Sitn Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review,
Page 6-11: The text states that while differences in the in sifu gamma spectroscopy results
were not identified and that all in situ gamma spectroscopy measurement results are
comparable; however, the criteria used to determine there were no differences in the results are
not discussed. For example, the text does not state if ranges of static measurements in total
counts per minute (¢pm), or if values for specific radionuclides between survey units were
compared g1 if the comparison was to backpround data. Further, since the configurations of

,/{ Formatted: Highlight

surveyed areas were different (e e same were collected on horizontal surfaces and others on
e ; i was determined that all of the mosity measurements are
comparable. Fioally it s not clear what differences wonld be considered sivniticant. Please
revise this section to provide a more detailed discussion that explains how the data were
evaluated and what criteria were used as the basis for the conclusion that all in situ gamma

measurement results were comparahle] s

Seetion 6.4.4, In Situ Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review,
Page 6-11: The text does not state if one of the objectives was to identify elevated Cesium-
137 (Cs-137) that may be present due to historical operations at the site. For
unclear if ane of the seven revions of inferest (RO was set {o detect O
the text to clanfy whether one objective was to identify areas with elevated Cs-

Section 6.4.4, In Situ Gamma Spectroscopy Measurement Results Data Quality Review,
Page 6-11: This section states, “No sensitivity calculations were performed beyond the ability
to identify peaks within the regions of interest. This process was sensitive enough to
accomplish the survey objectives;” however, the text does not state what criteria were used to
determine that the process was sensitive enough to accomplish the survey objectives, or to
what survey objectives this statement is referring. For example, if the survey objective was to
identify potential discreet radiological sources such as historical deck markers, then this section
should be revised to state that was the basis for the sensitivity evaluatlon :
i med sepsiivity n Table 5 with the aciual sensiliv
Please revise this section to provide the criteria used to assess whether the sensitivity of the in
situ measurements was sufficient, and-to provide a more detailed description that explains how
the in situ measurements were determined to have met the sensitivity fequirements, and
provide @ table comparing the assumed seusitivity 1n Table § with the actial senativity

Vu ‘\\ detecting any elevated Cs-137 wasan obiective?

4 Commented [AL}: Does the thatno dif ere
identified refer to differences between SUST I soiand SUs differ.
how st d d 1f'the: difft Andwhat are
the consequences if the difference i sighiticant?

| Commented [A2R1]: &) The statement appears to refer to
differences betweenbackground and St measurements but 1t 18 not
clear this s the case. Tt 15 not cledr how it would be felevant to
compare SU results with-each other; given that the physical

ions were ditferent feig some were taken
on horizontal sutfaces, some were collected vertical surtaces; and
somewere collected withinrectangular holes for impellers:
byt isn’t clear what ditferences ate sipnificant ot how the
comparisons:were done. That is:the basis for this comment.
<) [t the differences are sipnificant; then the statement that all
gamma 1t 1eds untiue andithere

\‘\ vould be sontamination:
Commented [A3R1]:

Commented [Ad]: 1'mnot clear what the commentis asking for:
It Cs: 137 an ROC for thisstudy?: Doesn’t that mean that

Commented [ASR4]: Cs137 5an ROC for this study:
However;:it is not clear ifone of the 7 regionsof interest mentioned
1 the text of Section 6.4 4 wassetto detect Cs-137 Perliaps the
1irequest should be to specify it one of the 7. ROIs was set for Cs-137.

Section 6.4.5, Alpha/Beta Scan Measurement Results Data Quality Review, Page 6-12:
There kwm Mu}hm}\(gem S Rﬂd mtwﬁ &uw

16y ded o

Section-S.

ot Cran s Ao et

number of measulemcnts in each survey umt was mcrcascd bvfi faci{)r of thre«, from 18 to 54

to reflect the calenlated vpper bounds on the alpha scan data (200 to 250 don/100 em®™) and

allow for an alpha scan MDC as high as 300 dpm/100 cm?. The work plan states, that-“The
assumptions regarding the number of measuremenis will be evaluated during the field effort

and additional static measurements will be collected as required S but it is inclear if that was
done - A-munimum-of-54-alpha-and bela-static measurements-were-performed-in-each-Stte -

\ i Seep

\ | Commented [AGR4]:
2y ané 751-1 ----km:&tzgaﬁ@n ’\Jhnual (I‘vEARSSiM} U

i Ewere achieved?
\

\. sensitivity in WP table 5 with the actual sensitivity shionld be
\ provided.
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{ Commented [AZ]: Does the work plan identify detéction Himits
a8 4 measureof the reqmred sensitivity? (e g, Table 3 inthe woik
plan).lsthe hether:the targeted detection limits

{ Commented [ABR7Z 1z Yes: Table:s in the WP hists assumed
measurement sensitivity: The textin Repm’r Section 64 4 states that

1ty 1008 Were Yother than'to do ROIs; so
itii¢ not clear if the instiuiient Sensitivity was sufficient. Some
yitext and ibly 4 table cc t

Commented [ASR7]:
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53

belowthe snecified releace orit 5t 1 doesnot-snecifith
speeifi o hig-se does-not-upesifyth

Commented [AT01: [ don't inderstand what they mereased:
The 54 systemanc les were already specified inithe work plan.

Gl

M—/—‘*;;R%%F\/I ﬁleuiﬁuems bw,d du;cz m—me tbat meafcasma the ﬂambw (}-f mensurernenis-hy-a

3 ss—Please revise this
section to include the Pv’[ulti~Aﬂech Radiation Survev and Sii Investigation Manual

(MARSSIM}-based calculations fo verify that 34 samples per survey unit was adeqguale.

- Figure 18, SU3 Gamma Scan Results - Berth 62 & 63 Vertical Surfaces: Figure 18

includes two summary data insets, one for concrete and one for gamma scans of metal surfaces,

but the figure does not specify if the Z-score exceedances (colored dots) depicted on this figure
were from the concrete or the metal matrix. It is noted that the highest result reported at
13,940 cpm, which is color coded orange to denote a Z-Score above 3, is identified as being
from the scanning of the metal surfaces but it is unclear if all z-score exceedances depicted in
this figure are from the gamma scanning of the metal, concrete, or both. Please revise the

hgure to claritfy if the color coded gamma scanning results are from the concrete scans or metal
scans.

™ Commented [A11R10]: Sec Final Rev 2 WP section 5.7 2, pdf

page 29, paragraphnnder thevaloulations = the reason was:to meet
RASO requirements: They caloulated 18 measuremients, but then
the WP says; “addltxonal statxc Medsurements are necessary to

r RASO e to ityof static
measturements by a factor of 3 when basing

the alpha detection probability o the 300 dpm/100 cm2 hotspot
limiit: Fifty-four alpha/beta static

1\ measurements will be collected per SUZ
1

| { Commented [A12R10]

Commented [AI3R10]: Addedonephrase  highlightedin
yellow i case my edit be distinguished fom vours:

Commented [A14]: What is the value of knowmg whether the
exceedances are-dug to-concrefe and/or metal?

- Figure 18, SU3 Gamma Scan Results - Berth 62 & 63 Vertical Surfaces: Figure 18
depicts a Z-Score exceedance on metal of 10.5, which significantly exceeds the Z-score trigger
of three for additional investigation; therefore, an explanation for this large exceedance should
be provided. For example, Section 6.1.1.3 (Survey Unit 3) should discuss why such a large
deviation in the Z-score was obtained at this location and whether follow-up gamma static
measurements and/or gross alpha/beta measurements also indicated elevated radioactivity.

ss the potential reasons behind the elevated gamma
scan result and what alpha/beta scans and statics or a follow-up gamma static measurement
indicated about the level and types of radioactivity present at this focation]

Commented [A15R14]; ) 1 on o (
could be NORM associated with concrete and/or dugin part o

nafural K=40 in that was absorbed by tlie over
time. El d
contammation:

talmay be more:indicative of

1 Commented [AT7R14]: Your call: This explanation would

Commented [A16R14]

provide greater transparency to the public ¢

/ Commented [AL18]: The text says there were 22,16, and 37

locations mythe 2 SUS that exceeded the 11 What is the valug of
asking about only the miax of those 75 exceedances?

Table 5 Rcferﬁm;f Rack !mmxd «&rfea ‘Eummaw Siatist 'fable 5 ap um ’w ‘ae missm

tevise Table S o ine Eudw sunnary Stdt stics {01 aﬁ nstramenty usmi‘

- Appendix I}, Reference Background Area Data: Appendix D does not include background
data for gamma scanning surveys for concrete or metal or background data for the Canberra

InSpector 1000 stcmc measurements for concrete and metal._{iis aisa unciear ifthe mceduny

was implemiented a5 this 18 not discus
Anpendix Darcthe hefore or Tafler . Please
revise the Report to include the missing background data for gamma scans using the Ludlum
Model 44-20 3-inch by 3-inch Nal gamma scintillation detector and the RS-700. In addition,
please revise the Report to include a list of the background data for the InSpector 1000 used for

cimchuded in

Commented [ATOR18]: This Z:score 15 exceptionally large: so
additional nformation appeats warrantcd Forexanple it is
ible that thi 10715 61

™ Commented [A20R18]: §

{ Commented [AZIRIB): We aren'tasking them to mvestigate it: ‘
only to discuss it See edit: i

Commented [A221: What about summary statistics in Table 52
Arethey also missing for some of the instruments?

KB Yes; there are mstruments missing from Table:5.

1 see gamuna static RBA results onthe last page of Appendix D for

the btatlc measurementb ¥ maﬁv please revise the & ss whether the procedure tor

thﬁ “hetore” and “atter” qc(;hbium Samiua scan and satuna siatic data.

[ PAGE \* MERGEFORMAT |

the Ludlim. Sean b
measurements?

KB: Yes: Thereshould bea et-of scan back i
mieasurenients for gamma survevs:

e a:separate set of
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